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TIBELED: 3-6-59, 8. Dist. N.Y. : _
| CuAree: 402(b) (2)—when shipped, tea seed oil had been substituted in whole
or in part for olive oil.
DispositioN: 10-28-59.- Consent—claimed by Nicholas Lekas Corp., New York,
N.XY., and exported to France.

OLEOMARGARINE

25990. Oleomargarine. (F.D.C. No. 37255. S Nos. 24-164 L, 37-280/2 1., 38-
554 L, 49-736 L.)

-INDICTMENT RETURNED: - 8-2-54, S. Dist. N.X., against Isidore B Rutstein and
Leo Schuster, Jersey City, N.J.

ALrkEeED VIOLATION : The indictment alleged that the defendants and co-con-
spirators, Sol Abramson and Louis Alpert, since October 1, 1950, and continu-
ously thereafter to the date of the filing of the indictment, did combine,
conspire, confederate, and agree together and with each other, and with other
unknown persons, to eommit an offense against the United States, namely, to
sell and offer for sale colored oleomargarine in violation of 407 of the Act, and
that it was a part of such conspiracy that the defendants, with intent to de-

. -fraud and mislead, would sell and offer for sale colored oleomargarine which
was not properly labeled.

It was alleged further, in pursuance of the eonspiracy and to effect the ob-
Jects thereof, that the defendants, on 8-15-51, were present at the mixing of
colored oleomargarine and butter at 514 Westchester Avenue, Bronx, N.Y., and

~ that, on 9—4-51, co-conspirator, Sol Abramson, made out a check to the order
of Temptee Butter Co. in the amount of $498.89 in payment for cartons.

' The indictment alleged further that the defendants, on 9-18-51 and 9-25-51,
with intent fo defraud and mislead, sold and caused to be sold, a number of

- eartons of colored oleomargarine which was not labeled as required by 407.

CHARGE: 407(b) (83)—the label of the article failed to bear (A) the word “oleo-
margarine” or “margarine” in type or lettering at least as large as any other
type or lettering on the label, and (B) a full and accurate statement of all the
ingredients contained in such oleomargarine or margarine.

PLEA: Guilty—by Schuster ; not guilty—by Rutstein.

DisposiTION : On 4-26-55, Schuster was fined $300.

. On 11-14-57, the defendant, Rutstein, having waived a jury, the case came
on to trial before the court. After testimony had been adduced, the defendant,
on 11-20-57, made a motion for acquittal. The court heard arguments on the
motion and requested the parties to file briefs. Thereafter, on 6—6—58 the
court delivered the following opinion (163 F. Supp. 71) :

BRYAN, District Judge: “Defendants Rutstein and Schuster were charged
in a three count indictment with conspiracy to violate the Oleomargarine Act
of 1950, 21 U.8.C. §§ 331 (m),.833 (b), 347 (b), and with two. substantive viola-
tions of that statute. Defendant Schuster pleaded guilty to the conspiracy
count and there was a severance as to him. The case was tried before me
without a jury against the remaining defendant Rutstein.

“The Oleomargarine Act of 1950, in so far as relevant here, forbids the

_sale or offer for sale of colored oleomargarlne unless it is packaged and la-
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beled in accordance with the requirements of the Act. The full text of the
‘relevant Section 347 (b) appears in the margin’® : '

““The.guestion presented here.is.wh ther the labeling requirements of the
statute apply only to packages of one pound or less sold in retail establish-
ments, or-also to sales at wholesale to jobbers or wholesalers in large sixty-
four pound cubes.

“No reported cases have been cited to me which have construed these statu-
tory provisions and research has failed to disclose any. The question
appears to be one of first impression.

“Count I of the indictment charges that the defendants Rutstein and
Schuster, and Abramson and-Alpert, named as co-conspirators but not
defendants, conspired to violate 21 U.S.C. § 331(m). Counts II and III
charge that on September 18, 1951 and September 25, 1951 respectively, the
defendants Rutstein and Schuster, with intent to defraud and mislead,
unlawfully sold and caused to be sold to H, Wool & Sons, Inc. a number of
cartons containing colored oleomargarine on which the word ‘oleomargarine’
or ‘margarine’ or a statement of the ingredients contained therein did not
appear on the label in violation of 21 U.S.C. §§331(m), 833(b), 347(b) (3),
and18U.8.C. §2. - ,

“«Count II of the indictment was dismissed during the course of the trial
on the Government’s own motion. At the close of all the evidence decision
was reserved on a motion by defendant for a judgment of acquittal on the

. remaining two counts. ' o

«The Government’s version of the facts, as adduced at the trial, is as
follows :

“In November 1950 Abramson visited Alpert at his place of business, The
Temptee Butter and-HEgg Gompany, 514 Waestchester Avenue, Bronx. Alpert
told Abramson that he needed capital to finance his business operations and
Abramson indicated that he knew of someone who could provide the neces-
sary funds. _ '

«“Apramson then went to see defendant Rutstein at his place of business,
the Exchange Place Realty Company, 35 Montgomery Street, Jersey City,
and talked to him about financing Alpert’s business.. Rutstein indicated that
he was interested and inspected the premises at 514 Westchester Avenue,

together with Schuster. Several more meetings between the defendant,

Alpert, Schuster and Abramson were held at the Jersey City and Bronx
- premises, with the result that defendant Rutstein decided that dxchange
Place Realty would invest $12,000 in Alpert’s business. oo
“At one of the meetings between defendant Rutstein and the alleged
co-¢conspirators, he is said to have: stated that it was impossible to make a
profit by selling butter and eggs and that they should produce a mixture of
oleomargarine and butter which would be sold as butter. The others agreed,
and it was decided that a corporation would be formed for that purpose.
“The group met at the offices of Alpert’s attorneys, and a corporation,
Temptee Food Co., Inc., ' was organized. Alpert was named president, and
Schuster secretary-treasurer. , . _

%A bank account was opened at the Modern Industrial Bank, in the Bronx,
and the plan was put into effect. The four met regularly at the Westchester
Avenue premises for the purpose of blending butter with oleo. A Hobart
mixer was used for the blending process, salt and artificial coloring were
added, and the resulting substance was then placed in a freezer. Defendant
Rutstein was present at most of these sessions, gave instructions as to how
the mixing should be accomplished and was the one in charge of the
operations. - ‘ , ‘

1921 U.S.C. § 347(b) reads as follows:

“(b) Labeling and packaging Tequirements, ‘ ) e

No person shall sell, or offer for sale, colored oleomargarine or colored margarine unless—

(1) such oleomargarine or margarine is'packaged. . L .

(2) ‘the net weight of the contents of any package sold in a retail -establishment is one
pound -or less. ‘ _ o :

(3) there appears on the label of the package (A) the word ‘oleomargarine’ or ‘mar-
garine’ in type or lettering at jeast as large as any other type or lettering on such label,
and (B) a full and accurate statement of all the ingredients contained in such oleo-
margarine or margarine, and

(4) each part of the contents of the package is contained in a wrapper which bears
the word ‘oleomargarine’ or ‘margarine’ in type or lettering not smaller than 20-point

type.”
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“Phe actual sale of the produet was handled by:Abramson. - The mixture,
“in bulk sixty-four pound cubes, was. sold:to. I—I Wo@l & Sons, Inc; & Whole-
saler or jobber of dairy produects. ’
.- “Bach sixty-four pound cube was Wrapped m parchment and placed in a
separate carton. The word ‘margarine’ or ‘oleomargarine’ did not appear on
‘the cartons or the parchment wrappings and neither bore any descnptmn of
.. their contents.
© “Defendant Rutstein denied that he part1c1pated in any illegal trans-
actions. He testified that he was in the real estate business and that his
only interest in the 514 Westchester Avenue premises was as a real estate
investment. He denied knowledge that any mixing of butter and oleo-
margarine had taken place there and stated that he had nothing whatso-
ever to do with the production, packaging or sale of the product and had
never read the label on the cartons.

“Tt is unnecessary for me to resolve the issues of fact raised at the trial
for my ruling on the defendant’s motion for a judgment of acquittal will
dispose of the case. In making such ruling I shall assume that the Govern-

ment’s evidence is true and shall consider. only whether that evidence is
sufficient in law to sustain the charge contained in the indictment.

“Defendant’s principal eontention is that the Oleomargarine Act of 1950
applies only to sales by retailers to the consuming public and has no appli-
cation whatsoever to sales made by a producer or manufacturer to a whole-
saler or jobber such as are involved here.. Defendant therefore asserts that
none of the acts with which he is eharged were in violation of the statute
on which the indictment is based.

“An analysis of 21 U.S.C. § 347(b). supports the defendant’s position. The
statute forbids the sale or offering for sale of colored oleomargarine unless
(1) it is packaged; (2) ‘the net weight of the contents of any package sold

“in @ retail establishment is one pound or less; (3) ‘there appears -on- the
label of the package’ the word ‘oleomargarine’ or ‘margarine’ in type or
lettering at least as large as any other type or lettering on the label, and a
full and accurate statement of all the ingredients; and (4) ‘each part of
the contents of the paokage is contained in a wrapper which bears the word
‘oleomargarine’ or ‘margarine’ in type or lettering not smaller than 20-point
type ”

“The Government contends that the words ‘the package,’” as used in sub-
divisions 3 and 4 of Section 347(b), include all packages of margarine sold
or offered for sale whether in retail establishments or in the wholesale trade
and regardless of size. It says, therefore, that all the requirements as to
labeling and stating the ingredients apply to wholesale sales in 64 pound
«cubes, such as occurred here, as well as to the small packages of one pound
or less which are the largest that can be sold in a retail establishment.

“It is plain to me, however, that the words ‘the package’ in subdivisions
3 and 4 refer only to the package -mentioned in the previous subdivision 2—
that is to say ‘any package’ of one pound or less which can be sold in a retail
establishment to the consuming public. Subdivision 2 is the first place in
Section 3847 (b) where the word ‘package’ is used and the reference there is
to a specific kind of package only.

“Tiven without the necessarily strict construction which must be given to
this criminal statute (United States v. Wiltberger, 5 Wheat. 76; Yates v.
United States, 354 U.S. 208) a fair reading of the statute could lead to no
other result than that ‘the package’ used in subdivisions 3 and 4 refers only
to any package of one pound or less sold in a retail establishment just
referred to in subdivision 2, '

“This conclusion is bolstered by the language of subdivision 4 of § 347(b).
The requirement that each part of the contents of the package must be ‘con-
tained in a wrapper which bears the word “oleomargarine” or “margarine” in
type or lettering not smaller than 20-point type’ is quite inappropriate on a
64 pound wholesale carton of the type alleged to have been used.-in the trans-
actions at bar. Such 20-point type, while it would direct the attention of the
consuming publie to the fact that a one pound or quarter pound package
contained oleomargarine, would be so small as to be easily overlooked on a
64 pound wholesale carton, and it is highly unlikely that such a small gized
type would have been prescribed for this purpose.
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- “Any doubt that this is the correct interpretation of the statute is resolved N
by reference to.its legislative history. A review of such history makes it (’ "
apparent that the Act was intended only to cover oleomargarine packaged

- for retail sale and was not intended to cover wholesale transactions such as
those here. : ' ' ' :
. “The Reports of the Congressional Committees concerned with the Oleo-
margarine Act of 1950, and the debates on the Act, indicate that a main
object of the statute was the repeal of burdensome taxes which had been
imposed originally by the Act of August 2, 1886, 24 Stat. 209,’ on the manufac-
ture, distribution and sale of oleomargarine.® During the lengthy Congres-
sional debates it became increasingly clear that both the proponents and
the opponents of the measure were in agreement that the oleomargarine
-taxes should be repealed.* The battleground upon which the extended oleo-
margarine fight in Congress was waged was not upon the tax repeal question
at all but rather as to the best methods of protecting consumers from the
danger that oleomargarine, because of its similarity to butter, might be mis-
represented as butter to unwary consumers.®
“The regulatory provisions of the Oleomargarine Act of 1950 were revised
several times during the pendency of the bill before the Congress. .
“The bill as originally passed.by the House (H.R. 2023) did not contain
any reference to ‘the sale or offering for sale’ of colored oleomargarine.
Instead the bill was concerned with the ‘serving’ of colored oleomargarine
in publie eating places and prescribed certain rigid requirements as to notice
and labeling which restaurant owners were required to observe before they
could serve oleomargarine to their patrons.® Among the requirements of the
original bill were that a notice that oleomargarine was served had to be
posted at a prominent place in the restaurant or printed on the menu, and
each separate serving had to contain an identifying label, or, in the alter-
native, was to be served in triangular shape." The Senate Finance Com-
mittee reported the House bill favorably and recommended only relatively
minor amendments.® , S _
“While H.R. 2023 was under consideration by the Senate an amendment ¢
was offered by some twenty-five Senators (The Gillette-Wiley amendment)
which would have prohibited ‘the manufacture, transportation, handling,
possession, sale, use, or serving of yellow oleomargarine in commerce, or after
shipment in commerce * * *’® The practical effect of this amendment, of
course, would have been to prevent the oleomargarine producers from color-
ing their product yellow.
“According to its sponsors the object of the Gillette-Wiley amendment was
to prevent the fraudulent selling or serving of oleomargarine as butter®
The merits of this amendment were debated at great length and many argu-
ments were advanced both for permitting and prohibiting the use of the
color yellow in the manufacture of oleomargarine before the amendment was
finally defeated. As is readily apparent from a reading of the Congressional
debates, by far the greater part of the proceedings in the Senate were ad-
dressed to the merits of the Gillette-Wiley amendment.
“After the defeat of the Gillette-Wiley amendment ** another amendment to
H.R. 2023 was offered by Senator Frear.® The Frear amendment, which
used the phrase ‘sale or offering for sale’ for the first time, is important in
that it suggested some of the relevant language which was to find its way

™

2 See, also, Act of May 9, 1902, 82 Stat. 193 ; Act of March 4, 1931, 46 Stat. 1549,
2 H.R. Rep. No. 277, 1950 U.S. Code Congr. Svs. 1968 ; 8. Rep. No. 309, 1950 U.S. Code
Congr. Svs. 1970 ; 96 Congr. Rec. 47, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1950.
parksool 500 GG CURRe Anentnent (5 2K B0 ¢ 88 Coner B 48 e
. ette a ongr. Ree. and of Sen. Humphr ongr. Rec.
257, S1st Cong,, 2nd Sess. 1950. gg o C phrey at 8
ee debates commencing at 96 Congr. Rec. 44, 73, 116, 257, 277, 294, 301, 331, 343
878, 382, 396, 439, 463, 508, 544, 559, 1381, 2971, 3016, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950.
696 Congr. Rec. 45, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess, 1950, : : o
. 796 Congr. Rec. 45, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950. '
. 88. Rep. No. 309, 1950 U.S. Code Congr. Svs. 1970.
296 Congr. Ree. 46, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950,
- 1096 Congr. Rec. 78, 74, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950.
11 96 Congr. Rec. 455, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950.
1296 Congr. Rec. 463, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950.
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into the final Act.* The proponents of H.R. 2023 in the Senate accepted the
Frear amendment ™ and it became part of-the bill which was passed by. the
Senate on January 18, 1950.* i '
.. “The bill was thereupon sent to a House-Senate Conference Committee
" "where the present § 347(b) of Title 21 was formulated.. In lieu of the Frear
- amendment which had been adopted by the Senate,* the conferees determined
.upon the language which was finally enacted and which now constitutes
“Section 347 (b).

“A. comparison of the Frear amendment with the provision adopted by
the Conference Committee demonstrates that the committee used the Frear
Dprovision as a model from which it drew the substitute provigion which be-
came part of the Oleomargarine Act of 1950. The major point of difference
between the two provisions was in the methods selected for the identifica-
tion of oleomargarine so that any confusion between the product and butter
would be minimized.

“The wording of the Frear amendment leaves no doubt but that its ap-
plication was limited to retail packages of oleomargarine and not to bulk
cartons sold by producers to jobbers or wholesalers. Subdivision (b) (1) of
the Frear amendment provided that (1) the net weight of the contents of
the retail package shall not exceed 1 pound, and subdivision (b) (2) re-
quired that ‘each part or parts of the contents of such package [be] manu-
factured, prepared, and molded so as to be triangular in shape.’ [Emphasis

‘added]. ‘Such package’ in subdivision 2 plainly refers to the ‘retail package’
mentioned in subdivision 1 and to nothing else. :

“The wording adopted by the Conference Committee, however, while re-

ferring to a ‘package sold in a retail establishment’ in its subdivision (b) (2)
did not use the words ‘such package’ in its subdivision (b)(3). Instead,
-subdivision (b) (3) requires that there appear on the label of ‘the package’
the word oleomargarine and a statement of the ingredients.. When it is
-considered that the Conference Committee modeled its provision after the
Frear amendment, it would hardly seem possibie that it intended so to
broaden the scope of a criminal statute as to make it cover wholesale as well
as retail sales through the simple expedient of changing ‘such’ to ‘“the.” It
is inconceivable that such a minor change in wording made under these cir-
cumstances should be construed to make a change of major substantive
significance.” SR . :

“The Congressional history of the Oleomargarine Act of 1950, the debates,
the Committee reports, the Conference reports, and the statement of the
House Managers contain not a single word which indicates that the statute
was intended to apply to sales made by oleomargarine producers to jobbers
or wholesalers. ' In contrast, all indications are that the statute aimed ex-
clusively at retail packaging of oleomargarine. =~ - :

13 Senator Frear’s amendment read as follows : . : .
“§ 831. [The following acts and the causing thereof are hereby prohibited :]
* * & * * . * *

(a) The sale or offering for sale of colored oleomargarine or colored margarine, or
the possession or serving of colored oleomargarine or colored margarine in violation
of section 407(b), or 407 (e). : . . . )

* * * * L ) * *
“[§ 407, ¥ * *] .

(b) Omn and after July 1, 1950, no person shall sell, or offer for sale, colored.oleo-
margarine or colored margarine unless it is manufactured, prepared, molded, shaped,
and packaged so that (1) the net weight of the contents of the retail package shall
not exceed 1 pound, (2) each part or parts of the contents of such package is manu-
factured, prepared, and molded so as to be triangular in shape.” .

96 Congr. Rec. 464, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950.
96 Congr. Rec. 559, 81st Cong., 2nd Sess. 1950.
. 38 See-note 13, supra, for the text of the Frear amendment. . .
¥ The explanation given by Senator Aiken of the purpose of Subdivision 4 of § 347(b)
fllustrates the fallaey of such a construction:- : S IR
“% * % Then we come to the third safeguard : S
‘(4) each part of the contents of the package is contained in a wrapper which bears
the word “oleomargarine” or ‘“margarine” in type or lettering not smaller than 20-point

type. ) : -

P".ll‘ha.t: is for the purpose of preventing the placing of four unlabeled quarter-pound-
packages of oleomargarine inside a package which is labeled, with the result that.the
smaller portions could be taken out and sold without having any identification on them.’”
96 Congr. Rec. 8025. : . .
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' “The statement of the House Managers™ as to the purpose of 21 U.S.C.
§374(b) (8) (sic) readsasfoHOWS: .. .xy o o o :

These special labeling and packaging provisions, which are in addi-
tion to other labeling and packaging provisions of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, are intended to provide assurance that the
consumer purchasing oleomargarine in retail establishments will be
fully- informed as to the contents of the package. * * * [HEmphasis
added.] ,

“Representative Andresen, an opponent of the bill, and one of the House
conferees, in explaining the provisions decided upon at the conference, stated
that ‘on the label of the 1-pound package in which oleomargarine is sold at
retail the label must contain a statement of every ingredient. ® % ®. Rep-
resentative Andresen went on to say that R

# * % One reason why we insisted they put each one of these oils to be
shown on the label was because of the fact a good many people are
allergic to different oils and they should therefore know what the in-
gredients in oleomargarine are; * * *%

“Senator George, a leading supporter of the bill, and a Senate member
of the Conference Committee, explained the provisions in question as
follows: . : .

I read further: _ : L

(3) there appears on the label of the package (A) the word ‘oleo-
margarine’ or ‘margarine’ in type or lettering at least as large
as any other type or lettering on such label, and (B) a full and ac-

curate statement of all the ingredients contained in such oleomar-

garine or margarine. :

The conference committee reached the conclusion that the real purpose
of the amendment was to prevent fraud from being practiced upon:the
consuming public, * * * and, therefore, it-was deemed by the conference
committee, on thorough consideration, that if there ‘appeared on.the
label of each of the packages sold in retail establishments which could
not contain more than 1 pound net, the word ‘oleomargarine’ or ‘mar-
garine’ in type or lettering at least as large as any other. type or letter-
ing on such label—that is to say, if the words were printed on the
package as conspicuously as was any other printing appearing thereon,
and that if a full and accurate statement of all the ingredients contained
in such oleomargarine or margarine was also printed upon the package,
that was adequate protection to the public. :

A further provision of the amendment agreed upon was. that each
part or parts of the contents of the retail package is contained in a
wrapper which bears the word ‘oleomargarine’ or ‘margarine’ in type
or lettering not smaller than 20-point type. * * * :

It is respectfully submitted that this amended provision of the
act, as agreed upon in conference, affords as ample and thorough
protection to the general public buying in retail establishments as would
the original provision contained in the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Delaware. * * * [This refers to the Frear amendment which
required triangular shaping and had been adopted by the Senate but
rejected by the conference].* ' o

“The Congressional history of the Oleomargarine Act of 1950 fully con-
firms the conclusion that sales by producers of oleomargarine. to jobbers
or wholesalers in large packages are not encompassed within the proscrip-
tions of 21 U.S.C. § 347(b).

“On the trial there was no evidence that the object of the alleged con-
spiracy and the acts alleged to constitute the substantive offense were
other than the wholesale sale of the mixture in 64 pound cubes packed in
cartons to H. Wool & Sons who were wholesalers or jobbers. There was not
a scintilla of evidence that defendant, or his alleged co-conspirators, sold

or ever planned or attempted any direct sale to consumers, Or even retail

dealers, in retail packages of one pound or less.

1896 Congr. Ree. 2971.

1296 Congr. Rec. 2976.
2096 Congr. Ree. 3017,
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- “However reprehensible or fraudulent the conduct of Rutstein and his

associates may have been, the evidence adduced at the trial was wholly
. insufficient to sustain  the charges ‘of violation of 21 U.S.C. §§331(m),
833 (b) and 347(b), or of conspiracy to violate these statutes. '

“Defendant’s motion for a judgment of acqmttal is granted as to both
remaining counts.” .

SPICES, FLAVORS, AND SEASONING MATERIALS

"25991 Anise seed. (F.D.C.No. 43469. 8. No0.22-532P.)

QuANTITY: 10 200-1b. drumsat Omaha, Nebr.

SuErPPED: 9-4-59, from Chicago, Ill., by Kearns& Smith Splce Co

Lager 1IN PArT: “K and § * * * Whole Recleaned Anise * * * Packed by
Kearns& Smith Splce Company * % % Chicago 24, Illinois.”

Liserep:  10-8-59, Dist. Nebr.

‘CHARGE: 402(a){3)—contained mouse excreta pellets when shlpped

DISPOSITION ¢ 10-26-59. Default—destruction. ‘

25992. Frozen green chili. (F.D.C.No. 43029. S.No.58-835P.)

QuANTITY : 30 cases, 12 14-1b. etns. each, at Denver, Colo.

SEIPPED: - 4-21-59, from Albuguerque, N. Mex., by Best Mexican Foods.

LABEL IN PART: (Ctn.) “Burrito Brand ‘Baca’s Frozen Green Chili Prepared
& Packed By Best Mexican Foods, 521 Rio Grande Blvd., N.-W., Albuquerque,
N M b

RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION : Exammatlon showed the article to be short weight.

LiBerEDp: 5-26-59, Dist. Colo. : :

.CHARGE: 403 (e) (2)—when shipped, the article failed to bear a label containing
ah accurate statement of the guantity of contents since the label statement
“Net Weight 14 Lb.” was inaccurate; and 403 (f)—the statement of the quan-
tity of contents was not prominently placed on the article with such conspicu-~
ousness ( as compared with other words, statements, designs, or devices, in
the labeling) as to render it likely to be read and understood by the ordinary
individual under customary conditions of purchase and use, since it was
illegible.

DigposiTioN: T-6-59. Default—delivered to a Federal institution.

25993. Monosodium glutamate. (¥.D.C.No.43521. 8.No.64-211P.)

.QuaNTITY: 1 100-1b. drum at Providence, R.I.

SHIPPED: 6-26-59, from Boston, Mass., by Packer’s Laboratory, Inc.

LABEL IN ParT: “99% Monosodium Glutamate ZEST B 42 STB STD Mfd.
by A. R. Staley Mfg. Co., Decatur, Illinois.”

REsSULTS oF INVESTIGATION : Examination showed that the article contained 4.9
percent salt. :

‘Lmsrrep: On or about 9-9-59, Dist, R.1.

CaArcE: 402(b) (2)—when shipped, salt had been substituted in part for gluta-
mate; and 402(b) (4)—salt had been added to the article so as to increase
its bulk or weight and-reduce ity quality or strength.

DisrosiTioN: 10-9-59. Default—delivered to charitable institutions.



